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1.0 Introduction 

 

The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC) has identified a number of 

concerns relating to the proposed Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) for the planned 

development, entitled The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch (Applicant).  SRP-MIC has 

contracted with HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), to provide professional engineering and 

hydrogeological consulting services to provide third-party review of its concerns.  HDR 

subcontracted with HydroSystems, Inc. (HSI), for the hydrogeologic services.   

 

1.1 Purpose 

 

The purpose of this report is to: 

 

• Provide third-party technical review of the Applicant’s adherence to the MAG 208 

Water Quality Management Plan amendment criteria  

• Evaluate the Applicant’s response to concerns raised by the SRP-MIC 

• Identify and document any additional technical concerns with regard to the 

Applicant’s MAG 208 amendment request   

• Summarize findings and draw conclusions regarding Applicant’s compliance with the 

MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan amendment criteria  

 

1.2 Background 

 

1.2.1 Section 208 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) 

The MAG 208 process is a result of recommendations in Section 208 of the 

CWA.  The CWA, which was passed in 1972, has been one of the most important 

pieces of environmental legislation for the protection of water quality in nation’s 

rivers, lakes, estuaries, and wetlands.  Protecting the quality of the nation’s 

surface water involves regulating wastewater treatment and discharges and 

appropriate regional planning to wastewater treatment. Section 208 of the CWA 

encourages the development and implementation of areawide waste treatment 

management plans.   
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Section 208 stipulates that the regional waste water treatment management plans 

identify the anticipated municipal and industrial waste treatment needs in the area 

for a 20-year period and the treatment works necessary to meet those needs.  The 

plan is to include processes to control the disposal of pollutants to protect ground 

and surface water quality.  It authorizes a regulatory program to:  

• Implement waste treatment management requirements of section 201(c) 

• Regulate location, modification, and construction of any facilities which may 

result in any discharge in such area 

• Ensure that industrial or commercial waste discharged into any treatment 

works meets applicable pretreatment requirements 

 

1.3 MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan 

 

1.3.1 Structure and Purpose 

The MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan was first adopted in 1979. Now 

in effect is the second revision, adopted in 2002. The Plan was developed in 

response to the CWA Section 208 requirement that each state operate a continuing 

areawide waste treatment management planning process. For Maricopa County, 

the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) has been designated as the 

areawide water quality management planning agency. The planning process is a 

mechanism to identify specific areawide waste treatment and water quality 

management. 

 

The Plan has two major elements: the Point Source Plan and the Non-Point 

Source Plan. The Point Source Plan is intended to “identify the preferred 

wastewater collection and treatment, and effluent reuse or disposal systems for the 

study area.” The Non-Point Source Plan was implemented in an effort to control 

all pollutant discharges that do not originate from a specific single location.  

 

The MAG 208 planning process incorporates the efforts of several agencies. The 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is charged with 
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overseeing the program to ensure the requirements and goals of Section 208 of the 

CWA. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) reviews and 

enforces the water quality standards.  At the local level, cities, towns and tribal 

communities are responsible for planning and providing necessary collection and 

treatment facilities. The Maricopa County Environmental Services Department 

(MCESD) contributes to the process by issuing approvals to construct and 

approvals to operate wastewater treatment facilities located in Maricopa County.  

 
The current Water Quality Management Plan acknowledges Arizona’s Growing 

Smarter legislation as foundational for integrated planning, in concert with the 

MAG 208 process.  

 

1.4 Growing Smarter Legislation 

Recent legislation in Arizona has established roles for local and state government 

in planning and managing growth of urban areas.  The Growing Smarter Act of 

1998 (HB 2361), the Growing Smarter Plus Act (Senate Bill 1001), and the 

Growing Smarter Oversight Council Bill (HB 2601) affect how MPA (MPA) 

extend infrastructure to new development.   

 

The recent bills amend existing planning and zoning legislation for Arizona.  In 

general, the Growing Smarter Act requires municipalities and counties to adopt  

10-year general plans to guide future development.  The Arizona State Land 

Department is also required to create plans to coordinate with municipal and 

county plans and consider open space planning.  Any general plan updates must 

be adopted by a planning commission, council, and a majority vote of registered 

voters.  In addition a water resource element must be included in the plan to 

consider the physical and legal availability of water supplies for the projected 

demand over the planning horizon.   

 

The Growing Smarter Legislation has been critical in facilitating planning 

coordination among the municipalities, counties, and State Land Department.  

The water resource element attempts to address planning needs to meet the 
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• Maricopa County incorporates the Cities’ concerns in a letter and 

summary of the proposal to MAG with its determination regarding the 

proposal’s acceptability.  

• The MAG Water Quality Advisory Committee evaluates the proposal for 

overall conformance to the MAG 208 Plan to ensure the Small Plant 

Process is followed and to ensure all regional impacts are addressed. Its 

recommendations are presented to the MAG Management Committee. 

The MAG Management Committee reviews the proposal and presents a 

recommendation to the Regional Council. Once the Regional Council 

approves the amendment, a letter of 208 compliance is submitted to 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ).  

• ADEQ reviews the MAG submittal and sends a letter to MCESD 

indicating 208 Plan compliance.  

• After the receipt of a 208 Plan compliance approval letter from ADEQ, 

MCESD reviews the plans and specifications based on Arizona 

Department of Health Services Engineering Bulletin #11. MCESD issues 

a permit to construct when its requirements for approval have been met.  

 

Of particular importance and interest to SRP-MIC is that the MAG 208 Water 

Quality Management Plan states, “projects with major problems to the City or 

Town which could not be resolved, would not receive compliance from ADEQ.” 

 

1.6 Recent Small Plant Amendment Approvals 

 

1.6.1 The Estates at Lakeside 

The Estates at Lakeside is located in the City of Peoria’s MPA, and is now owned 

and operated by the City of Peoria. This Small Plant was approved by the MAG 

Regional Council in March 2006. The Estates at Lakeside is an activated sludge 

wastewater treatment plant with an ultimate capacity of 120,000 gpd (ESCA, 

2006). This plant will be constructed in two phases to serve the Estates at 

Lakeside subdivision; each phase has a 60,000 gpd design flow. The treated 
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effluent will be disposed of by deep-well injection into the aquifer. Hydrogeologic 

analysis was provided to Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) and 

considerations presented in the Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) application are 

also included in the submittal.  The plant is near the Agua Fria River below 

Waddell Dam (forming Lake Pleasant), which is an ephemeral stream when 

releases from Waddell Dam allow it to flow. This reach of the Agua Fria River is 

designated by ADEQ as appropriate for partial body contact, but not as a domestic 

water source.   

 

1.6.2 The Ruth Fisher School 

The Ruth Fisher School is located in Tonopah but outside of any MPA in 

Maricopa County and has a Small Plant for sewage treatment. This Small Plant 

originally produced 15,000 gpd and Class B reclaimed water. The application for 

expansion to 42,000 gpd was approved by the MAG Regional Council in January 

2005 (Fluid Solutions 2004).  The expansion included upgrading the treatment 

technology for production of Class A+ quality reclaimed water. The water will be 

reused for irrigation and landscaping at the school with any remaining effluent 

recharged into the aquifer using infiltration chambers. A design concept report for 

the proposed treatment plant is included in the submittal to MAG. There is very 

little slope to the land in the area, and the plant is several miles from the closest 

surface water, the Gila River. Additionally, the plant was not within 3 miles of 

any other City’s MPA. 

 

HDR compared the previous amendment approvals of these two recent Small 

Plants to the Goldfield Preserve application.  In general, additional information 

was submitted in support of the previous applications including design reports, 

APP applications, and more specific and direct responses to the technical 

evaluation criteria set forth by MAG.  Although, not required by the Small Plant 

Process, this additional information may have been helpful in answering specific 

questions about the proposed reclamation facility. 
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2.0 Compliance of Applicant’s Request to MAG 208 Amendment Requirements 

 

To facilitate its review, HDR developed tables that describe the MAG 208 amendment 

general and specific criteria, the Applicant’s response to the criteria, and HDR’s 

assessment of the Applicant’s compliance with the criteria.  Table 1 addresses the general 

criteria.  Table 2 addresses the specific criteria.  

 



 

Table 1:  General Assessment for Compliance of the Goldfield Water Reclamation Application to MAG 208 Criteria 

 
Addressed by 

Applicant HDR Assessment

1 Yes

The Applicant has received comment from municipalities 
with MPA within 3 miles of the proposed site.  However, 
many of the comments and questions are still 
unresolved.

2 No The application does not address the impact to other 
existing wastewater treatment plants.

3 Yes The application includes a number of appropriate 
permits that will be required to operate the WRF.  

4 No

The Goldfield WRF is not consistent with the MAG 208 
Plan since it does not take into account private lands that 
could be served by the plant.  It also does not take into 
account the unique features of the location and potential 
impacts to the Verde River.

5 Yes MCESD has commented "no conflict."

Be consistent with State and County regulations and other 
requirements.

Be otherwise consistent with the MAG 208 Plan.

Be evaluated and approved, or modified by MCESD.

MAG 208 Criteria

Have the review and comment of any municipality whose 
Small Plant Planning Area is within three miles of the 
proposed plant location or service area.

Not adversely affect the operation or financial structure of 
existing or proposed wastewater treatment plants.
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Table 2: Specific Assessment of Compliance with MAG 208 Small Plant Approval Amendment 
 

Addressed by 
Applicant HDR Assessment

Yes
A Small Plant is more desirable in this instance, but 
limiting the Small Plant service area is inconsistent with 
the intent of the MAG 208 process. 

a Depth to groundwater less than ___ ft. No
Not specifically addressed in the body of the application. 
However, the hydrogeology report includes a figure that 
identifies water levels for wells within the project area.

b Soil Limitations prevent use of septic tanks No
Not addressed; however, soil limitations do not appear 
to prevent the use of septic tanks but from a water 
quality standpoint a Small Plant is more desirable.

c Potential for reuse or water conservation Yes Criteria have been adequately addressed. 
d Lot size one acre or less Yes Some lot sizes are greater than 1 acre. 

e Area not planned for regional service for ___ 
years Yes

Application states that the WRF substitutes for a 
WWTP. Limited discussion of service area of WWTP 
included in 1995 area plan.

f Density of projected population Yes Does not take into account the potential growth for the 
remaining private land.

g Will serve industrial or commercial area No WRF receives domestic and commercial wastewater.

Yes Does not address the quality of wastewater from the 
commercial uses.

a Domestic Yes Adequately addressed for service area.

b Commercial and/or Industrial No Not addressed.

c

If commercial and/or industrial wastes are 
anticipated, what provisions are being taken 
to ensure no toxic substances will be 
discharged?

No Not addressed.

Why is a small plant desired?

What is the anticipated quality of the 
wastewater?

Technical Criteria
MAG 208 Criteria

1

2
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Table 2: Specific Assessment of Compliance with MAG 208 Small Plant Approval Amendment (Continued) 
 

Addressed by 
Applicant HDR Assessment

Yes Discussion of the design and capacity is addressed but 
does not incorporate all private lands.

a What criteria were used? Yes Adequately addressed.
b What alternatives were considered? Yes Adequately addressed.

c What are benefits, problems of alternatives? Yes Adequately addressed.

d Will there be problems meeting State or 
County regulations? Yes Does not consider possibility of AZPDES permit or 

surface quality requirements. 

e What sludge management options were 
considered? Yes Limited options were discussed. Who will be hauling the 

sludge? What plant will be accepting the sludge?

Yes
The application addresses this by considering the 1995 
adopted MC plan.  However, the WRF does not include 
adjacent private property for service.

a What plans apply? Yes Adequately addressed.

b What guidelines or policies apply? Yes
Misses the intent of the CWA Section 208, 
nonproliferation of small wastewater plants and regional 
planning.

Yes

Applicant addresses this issue by saying "limited."  
There is sufficient land to increase the capacity.  Use of 
membrane bioreactor could increase the capacity with 
the same land area.

a What population is projected for the service 
area? Yes

Applicant addresses this issue but does not take into 
account the larger potential service area of the private 
lands.  MC plan indicates population could range 
between 3,500 and 7,000 at build-out (Goldfield Area 
Plan, 2007).

b

What certain areas lend themselves, 
topographically or hydrologically, by planned 
use or density to being included in the 
service area?

Yes Not adequately addressed. See 2a.

No Not addressed sufficiently.

a What are land uses within ___ miles? Yes Limited discussion.
b What is zoning for surrounding area? Yes Adequately addressed.

c What are reactions of nearby landowners to 
proposed facility? Yes Not adequately addressed.

How and why was a small plant design and 
capacity selected?

Is proposed plan compatible with County 
adopted master plans, guidelines, etc., for the 
area?

Can the proposed plant be expanded to serve 
growing population?

Will proposed plant adversely impact existing 
or approved nearby land uses?

2

3

3

Planning Criteria

1

MAG 208 Criteria
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Table 2: Specific Assessment of Compliance with MAG 208 Small Plant Approval Amendment (Continued) 
 

12 

Addressed by 
Applicant HDR Assessment

Yes Adequately addressed.

a How will effluent be disposed of? Yes
There is not sufficient information to state that the 
injection wells will not affect the Verde River and the 
nearby wells.

b What is the estimated water saving? Yes Adequately addressed.

Yes Not adequately addressed. See 2a.

a
Should nearby areas be sewered or 
otherwise join the proposed plant for water 
quality or economic reasons?

Yes
Not adequately addressed.  Plan should include for plant 
expansion and service connection for the entire county 
island at build-out.

b Do these areas wish to join the proposed 
plant? No

Have surrounding homeowners been made aware of the 
possibliity of connecting to a plant? What public relations 
activities have been conducted to inform property 
owners of the plant? 

1 Yes Adequately addressed.

2 Yes How will a CID afford the O&M on this complex system?

3 No
This is addressed as financial security of Goldfield 
Preserve Development LLC but not of the CID that will 
be ultimately maintaing the system. 

4 Yes

References provided for other WRFs, but operator does 
not show experience with injection wells. Operator 
resides 3 hrs from the proposed site and would be 
required to inspect the facility daily.  

5 Yes Not appropriately sized for area needs.Lack of 
appropriate O&M costs.  What will be the real costs?

What are the anticipated capital and operation and 
maintenance costs?

Who will fund the construction?

Who will fund operation and maintenance costs?

Is there adequate financial security to assure 
continual and proper operation and maintenance?

Who will operate and maintain the plant and 
system?

Development Criteria

Will there be a net water saving from effluent 
reuse?

Do nearby existing or proposed land uses 
indicate a need for larger capacity sewage plant 
than that proposed?

4

5

MAG 208 Criteria

 



 

3.0 SRP-MIC Concerns Regarding Applicant’s Amendment Request 

 

3.1 Clay Layer 

The hydrogeology at the Goldfield site consists of the Alluvial Floodplain Aquifer, which 

overlays the Pemberton Ranch Formation and the Needle Rock Formation (regional 

aquifer).   

The Pemberton Ranch Formation composed predominantly of siltstone, claystone 

and fine-grained sandstone also contains minor coarse-grained sandstone and 

conglomerate is considered an aquiclude/aquitard confining groundwater in the 

predominantly subjacent Needle Rock Formation…The extension and thickness 

of the Pemberton Ranch Formation is important for determining the possible 

hydraulic connection of the Alluvial Floodplain Aquifer and the Needle Rock 

Formation.  If the fine grained unit is absent in the mountain front edges of the 

basin, as is frequent in other southern Arizona basins, direct recharge from runoff 

can take place directly to the regional aquifer (HSI 2008, p.5). 

 

Three wells located on the northwest corner of Parcel A of the Preserve at Goldfield 

Ranch intersect 250 feet of silty clay at a 400-foot depth.  The figures in the Applicant’s 

Hydrological Study (Southwest Ground-water Consultants 2006) estimate the Pemberton 

Ranch Formation across the entire property.  The Applicant assumes that the aquifer to 

receive the reclaimed injected water is confined and will not impact the nearby Verde 

River.   

 

However, HSI review of numerous drillers’ logs from The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch 

and adjacent areas concludes there is “insufficient good-quality information to map with 

sufficient reliability the extent of the Pemberton Ranch Formation” (HSI 2008) as the 

Applicant has done. In addition,  analysis of the 72-hour aquifer test of  The Preserve at 

Goldfield Ranch shows a response more typical of a leaky confined aquifer or proximity 

of a recharge boundary, which is contrast with the Applicant’s assumption.  Others such 

as Salt River Project (SRP) believe there is hydrologic connectivity between the two 

aquifers at the proposed site (SRP letter, April 8, 2008).  Because of these conclusions, 
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there is sufficient evidence to require additional investigation.  See Appendix A –  

Hydrologic Data Evaluation for recommended subsurface investigation. 

 

3.2 Treatment Levels 

 

The developer claims the treatment technology proposed for the plant will provide 

treatment to below ADEQ standards for four constituents.  Treating to a water quality 

level that is lower than these ADEQ standards is what is expected.  Of material 

importance is whether the proposed technology can be shown to produce an effluent 

quality that meets the water quality criteria for the intended reuse or discharge.  For the 

purpose of beneficial reuse, the developer has considered four variations of activated 

sludge processes to produce Arizona Class A+ reclaimed water.  However, it cannot be 

ascertained from the Applicant’s text or conceptual site plan whether a denitrification 

step is to be included.  The “+” for Arizona Class A+ and Class B+ reclaimed water is in 

reference to water that contains less than 10mg/L nitrate as nitrogen. This 

notwithstanding, it is common practice to include an anoxic zone or other treatment 

process in association with the proposed treatment processes to achieve the water quality 

standards of Class A+ reclaimed water.  

 

The water quality standards for Class A+ water are as follows (AAC, 2003):  

1. The turbidity of Class A+ reclaimed water at a point in the wastewater 

treatment process after filtration and immediately before disinfection complies 

with the following: 

a. The 24-hour average turbidity of filtered effluent is two NTUs or less, and 

b. The turbidity of filtered effluent does not exceed five NTUs at any time. 

2. Class A+ reclaimed water meets the following criteria after disinfection 

treatment and before discharge to a reclaimed water distribution system: 

a. There are no detectable fecal coliform organisms in four of the last seven 

daily reclaimed water samples taken, and 

b. The single sample maximum concentration of fecal coliform organisms in a 

reclaimed water sample is less than 23 / 100 ml. 
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c. If alternative treatment processes or alternative turbidity criteria are used, or 

reclaimed water is blended with other water to produce Class A+ 

reclaimed water under subsection (C), there are no detectable enteric virus 

in four of the last seven monthly reclaimed water samples taken. 

3. The 5-sample geometric mean concentration of total nitrogen in a reclaimed 

water sample is less than 10 mg / L. 

 
HDR is confident the proposed treatment technologies, with the addition of nitrogen 

removal technology, are capable of producing Class A+ reclaimed water.  If the 

Applicant intends to produce Class A+ reclaimed water quality, ADEQ will require the 

addition of nitrogen removal technology for the APP.  The following is a summary of the 

treatment processes considered by the Applicant: 

 

3.2.1 Sequencing Batch Reactors 

The batch process means all biological treatment occurs in a single tank. 

Sequencing batch reactors are two or more reactor tanks operated in parallel or an 

equalization tank and a reactor tank. This process allows for several types of 

systems: continuous influent/time based, noncontinuous influent/time based, 

volume based, intermittent cycle system using jet aeration, and various other 

modifications. Sequencing batch reactor plants are typically manufactured to 

handle flow rates of 0.01 to 0.2 MGD, and can be installed in parallel modules. 

This type of process has a large operational flexibility, including the ability to 

control substrate tension that allows for optimization of treatment efficiency, 

control over nitrogen removal, filamentous organisms, and overall stability. Other 

advantages include few operation and maintenance problems, smaller footprints 

than other types of plant, capability of being manned part-time from a remote 

location, no production of bulk sludge, and the system allowance for automatic 

and positive control of mixed liquor suspended solids concentration and solids 

retention time through sludge wasting. Disadvantages include difficulty in 

adjusting cycle times for smaller communities, possible requirement for 
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postequalization if more treatment is needed, need for frequent disposal, and high 

energy consumption (EPA 2000).  

 

3.2.2 Oxidation Ditches 

An oxidation ditch is typically a channel configuration within a circular, oval, or 

horseshoe-shaped basin. Inside the ditch the wastewater is aerated with surface or 

submersible aerators.  Aerators must provide sufficient oxygen and mixing to 

ensure contact between organisms and their food supply. Oxidation ditches are 

used for flow rates between 0.01 and 0.5 MGD. This type of plant handles typical 

domestic waste well, uses a moderate amount of energy, has inexpensive 

operation and maintenance costs, has low operational needs, can operate flexibly 

operating with or without a clarifier, consistently provides high quality effluent 

(TSS, BOD, ammonia), and has a low sludge yield. However, these plants can be 

noisy and can produce odors when not operating properly, are unable to treat 

highly toxic wastes, require a large footprint, and exhibit limited flexibility 

responding to changing effluent regulations. Nitrogen removal can be performed 

within the ditch by constructing a separate anoxic zone, but doing so reduces 

treatment capacity.  It is best to perform nitrogen removal through a separate 

reactor (EPA 2000).   

 

3.2.3 Extended Aeration Plants 

The extended aeration process is a biological treatment for the removal of 

biodegradable organic waste. Oxygen is required to sustain the aerobic biological 

process; this can be achieved through mechanical or diffused aeration, which will 

also provide the mixing action to keep microbial organisms in contact with 

dissolved organics. For this process to be continually effective, essential nutrients 

must be available to promote biological growth and the pH must be controlled.  

These plants are typically used for flow rates 0.1 below MGD.  They are easy to 

operate, easy to install, odor free, have a low sludge yield, and are often better at 

handling organic loading and flow fluctuations. Extended aeration plants do not 

perform denitrification or phosphorus removal without additional processes, have 
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limited flexibility to adapt to changing effluent requirements, require more 

energy, and require a large footprint (EPA 2000).  

 

3.2.4 Complete Mix  

The Complete mix activated sludge process is an application in a continuous-flow 

stirred-tank reactor. The aeration tank has several points where settled wastewater 

and recycled activated sludge are introduced. The assumption in the process is 

that the mixed liquor suspended solids concentration and oxygen demand are 

uniform throughout the entire tank. This type of process dilutes shock loads that 

may come into the system from industrial wastes. The complete mix system is 

simple to operate. The system disadvantage is that there are low organic substrate 

concentrations encourage growth of filamentous bacteria, causing sludge bulking 

problems. A separate reactor would be needed to provide nitrogen reduction 

(Metcalf & Eddy 2003). 

 

As indicated in Section 4, meeting Class A+ reclaimed water quality standards 

may not be sufficient for this plant.  If the injected reclaimed water mixes with the 

subflow of the Verde River, ADEQ will likely require the Applicant to ensure the 

surface water quality standards for the respective reach of the Verde River are not 

exceeded by this practice.  There is insufficient evidence or technical information 

about the hydrogeology and geochemistry of the area to ascertain whether water 

meeting Class A+ reclaimed water standards would be sufficient to also meet 

surface water quality standards at the point where injected water would adversely 

affect the Verde River water quality.  

 
3.3 Regional Planning 

Regional planning is the purpose of the MAG 208 process. The MAG 208 Small Plant 

approval process is specifically designed to eliminate a proliferation of small treatment 

plants. The Goldfield WRF is planned to serve parcels A and B of the Goldfield 

subdivision, including a small commercial area. There is intent to develop parcels C and 

D on the southeast side of Highway 87, which would be servce by septic systems. A 
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nearby developer has also submitted to Maricopa County a notification of intent to 

develop a subdivision (known as “Grayhawk”) of one to two units per acre, necessitating 

a sewer system (Grayhawk Development, 2007). There are also many developed lots in 

the area currently using septic systems.  

 

To best use the MAG 208 planning process, the following issues should be reconsidered: 

the feasibility of accommodating the entire Goldfield area, the private lots, and the 

Grayhawk development. This is particularly important given that The Preserve at 

Goldfield Ranch is completely enveloped by the Tonto National Forest on three sides, 

and the FMYN on the west side.  The proposed plant represents the best opportunity for 

maintaining and protecting water quality in the entire area.   

 

From a consumer demand standpoint, it will be attractive for commercial development to 

occur along Highway 87, because this is the last remaining substantial stretch of land that 

could be used for commercial services before entering National Forest land, or on re-

entry to the urban core.  Consumer demand for commercial services may significantly 

influence land use associated with parcels C and D, and, therefore, the character and flow 

of wastewater to the proposed treatment plant. While the intention of the Applicant is that 

parcels C and D will be developed for single-family home sites, consumer demand can be 

accommodated through pursuit and acquisition of Special Use Permits from Maricopa 

County that would allow for a change of zoning to a commercial category.  This process 

would need to be pursued outside of the MAG 208 review process.  

 

3.4 Small Plant Operator and Plant Failures 

The Water Quality Management Plan for The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch indicates that 

the wastewater treatment facility will be a 0.40-MGD reclamation facility to treat to Class 

A+ reclaimed water standards for groundwater recharge and reuse.  Class A+ reclaimed 

water quality is appropriate for reuse, but does not guarantee compliance with aquifer 

water quality standards when injected into the ground.  Once constructed by the 

Applicant, the reclamation facility will be owned and maintained by the Goldfield 

Preserve Water Improvement District, a County Improvement District (CID).  The plant 
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and sewage collection system are to be operated by A Quality Water Co. based in 

Williams, Arizona, nearly 3 hours from the Applicant’s site.   

 

A Quality Water Company operates small water and wastewater utilities in northern 

Arizona.  The company does not have experience operating Aquifer Storage and 

Recovery wells.  Their operators are certified and licensed in Arizona for Grades 2, 3 and 

4 (CMX 2008).  There are four grades of classification (1–4) for wastewater treatment 

plants, collection systems, and effluent distribution systems.  The systems are classified 

according to the type, treatment process, and population served.  The proposed 0.40-

MGD treatment system at Goldfield Preserve will serve 3,283 people and include tertiary 

treatment, which, according to Maricopa County standards (MCEHC, 2007), classifies 

the system as Grade 3.   

 

Because of the classification of the wastewater treatment facility, an on-site operator 

certified at Grade 2 or higher is required.  If overseen by a remote operator, a Grade 3 or 

higher is required.  If the site is overseen by a remote operator, the Grade 3 certified 

operator is required to reside within 3 hours travel time and must inspect the facility 

daily.  The wastewater collection and reclaimed water distribution systems are classified 

based on the service area population, and will be operated by a Grade 2 or higher 

certified operator (MCEHC 2007).  Because of these restrictions, the owner should 

identify an operator who resides closer to the development. 

 

A Corporate Status Inquiry of A Quality Water Company LLC, indicates that the operator 

is in good standing with the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC May 8, 2008).  A 

search of the EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Information System revealed minor monitoring 

violations for Grand Canyon Inn, Anazasi Water Co., and American Ranch DWID, which 

were listed as operated by A Quality Water Co.  No health based violations were 

identified (SDWIS May 9, 2008).  Monitoring and reporting violations are not 

uncommon with any system and do not represent a significant negative bias toward any 

operator.   
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3.5 Injection Wells 

The storage of reclaimed water in the aquifer is currently practiced by municipalities in 

the Phoenix and Tucson areas.  For large volumes, recharge is accomplished by water-

spreading at direct surface recharge facilities such as the GRUSP and NAUSP projects in 

Phoenix and the Sweetwater facility in Tucson.  The use of injection wells for reclaimed 

water recharge is more limited, however, because of the high cost of construction for 

small recharge volume, high maintenance costs, additional monitoring, and contingency 

requirements as well as water quality restrictions (HSI 2008).   

 

In some cases, however, well injection is the preferred alternative when there is limited 

available land and geologic conditions are appropriate.  Underground storage and 

recovery of reclaimed water is used by several municipalities in the Phoenix area.  

 

The Fountain Hills Sanitation District Underground Storage Facility consists of 

four Aquifer Storage Recovery (ASR) wells which inject reclaimed water in the 

Confined Regional Aquifer.  Each well is designed for an injection and recovery 

rate of 400 gpm.  The recharge and recovery operations are fully automated.  The 

approximate cost of each well, fully equipped and instrumented, is approximately 

$1 million.  The facility also includes five monitor wells for monitoring of water 

quality and hydraulic impacts (HSI, 2008, p. 10). 

 

Over time, the recharge-specific capacity of the well diminishes because of the clogging 

from particulates, biological growth, and geochemical reactions.  The wells require 

rehabilitation every 3–5 years, costing nearly $100,000 per well.  

 

3.6 Plant Expansion 

While it is understood that the existing plans provided by the Applicant do not need to be 

of sufficient detail to make a determination of expandability, the land area shown on 

Figure 5 of the Applicant’s submittal appears to be large enough to accommodate a 

facility with a greater footprint.  The existing conceptualized layout does not lend itself 

well to expansion, so a reconfiguring of the process facilities would be desirable for cost-
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effective expansion.  The conceptual site plan shows disinfection using ultraviolet light 

following clarification, but before filtration.  HDR recommends that disinfection occur 

following filtration.  There are other technologies, such as membrane bioreactors, that 

would allow for substantial increases in capacity on the same plant footprint.  It appears 

there is sufficient land area to accommodate treatment of wastewater flows from the areas 

of The Preserve and Goldfield Ranch that are not currently planned to be served by the 

plant.  

 

3.7 Precedence for Small Plants in Similar Settings  

There have been prior Small Plants approved both inside and outside of MPAs in 

Maricopa County; however, the proposed Goldfield Small Plant is unique in several 

ways.  

 

First, it is planned in an area for which known existing and additional development will 

occur and for which associated wastewater flows are not intended to be treated at the 

proposed plant.  At a minimum, wastewater flows from the planned Grayhawk 

development and the other private lots within The Preserve and Goldfield Ranch should 

be considered for treatment by the proposed plant. Failing to account for additional 

development with this plant will lead to additional Small Plants or more septic systems.  

This is not consistent with the goals of the MAG 208 process. 

 

Second, it will receive wastewater from residential and commercial properties, likely 

including restaurants, hotels, and other service industries.  Further study and land use 

planning regarding commercial facilities should be conducted to understand the extent to 

which associated wastewater flows may influence the selected treatment technology and 

subsequent operations of the plant.   

 

Third, it is located in an area of highly variable land relief near a high-value perennial 

stream.  Plant or conveyance facility failures have a greater potential for rapid flow of 

raw sewage by gravity to a valuable water body: the Verde River. Overland flow routing 

calculations estimate that an unimpeded plant failure at full capacity (0.40 MGD) could 
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result in raw sewage reaching the Verde River riverbed within 6 to 18 hours. 

Additionally, planned discharge of unusable treated wastewater is to the aquifer below 

the facility, which is near the Verde River (within 2.5 miles).  Based on review of 

hydrogeologic information, direct connection of the aquifer to the subflow of the Verde 

River is not conclusive.  Therefore, future review of the reclamation facility plans by 

ADEQ may necessitate the inclusion of surface water quality standards in an APP.   

 

Fourth, it is enveloped by sensitive habitat, a Native American community, and the Tonto 

National Forest, and will likely never be included in an MPA within the county.  In 

comparison to the Small Plants identified in Section 3, the responsibility for this plant 

will initially and likely always be a CID. Based on the factors identified above, the plant 

and associated sewage collection facilities may require sophisticated technology, 

operation, and attentive control, and should be sized to manage the wastewater from the 

entire area of private and developable land.  Additionally, operation, maintenance, and 

replacement costs will be significantly higher per service connection than the typical 

wastewater system, which may be difficult for a CID to continuously fund.  



 
Figure 1:  Potential overland flow path from WRF to Verde River 

 

Proposed WRF

Elev. 1600 ft 

Elev. 1390 ft 

Potential overland flow path from WRF to Verde River

Verde River
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4.0 Identification of Additional Concerns  

 

In the process of its review, HDR identified additional issues that may be of concern to 

SRP-MIC.  This section describes these issues.  

 

4.1 Discharge to Subflow of the Verde River 

Arizona Administrative Code (AAC) R18-11-405 B states, “A discharge shall not cause 

or contribute to a violation of a water quality standard established for a navigable water 

of the state.”  Surface water quality standards are typically much more stringent than 

those for groundwater, which means that additional treatment technology beyond that 

currently proposed by the Applicant may be required for reliance on injection and 

recovery for management of the reclaimed water.  

 

There is uncertainty regarding whether there is a confining layer that prevents or slows 

movement of groundwater from underneath Goldfield Ranch to the Verde River.  If it is 

determined through additional hydrogeologic studies that the injection of Class A+ 

reclaimed water from the Applicant’s proposed water reclamation facility would join and 

mix with the subflow of the Verde River, ADEQ may consider the injection of the water 

into the subflow as a point source “discharge” and require an AZPDES permit, or for 

ADEQ to require that Surface Water Quality Standards for the respective reach of the 

Verde River be met as part of the APP.  In either case, the reclaimed water would need to 

meet the discharge water quality criteria for the respective reach of the Verde River.   

 

The surface water quality standards specific to the Verde River between Bartlett Dam and 

the Salt/Verde confluence are listed in the AAC R18-11-123.  The designated uses of this 

reach of the river are wildlife (aquatic and wildlife warm water), agricultural (irrigation 

and livestock watering) and human (full body contact, fish consumption and domestic 

water supply).  Because of the potential impact to human health, increasingly stringent 

water quality compliance is required.  Any wastewater discharges adversely affecting the 

river must meet all of the water quality criteria or demonstrate that the river blended with 

the discharge would not exceed the criteria for any designated use.   Appendix B is a 

listing of the water quality criteria by designated use.  
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From a water quantity and accounting standpoint, it may be difficult for the applicant to 

demonstrate that pumped groundwater (as is depicted in Figure 5 of the Applicant’s 

request) can be accounted for as reclaimed water if the injected water moves quickly 

toward the river and flows out of the area of hydrogeologic impact. 

 

4.2 Remote Facilities in Proximity to Sensitive Habitat and Verde River 

Based on a review of the topography of The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch and of the 

supporting information provided by the Applicant, a number of sewage lift stations will 

be required to convey collected wastewater to the treatment plant.  While it is intended 

that redundant power will be provided at the water reclamation facility, there is no 

mention of redundant power supply to the lift stations, which will serve as intermediate 

collection points of sewage throughout the planned community.  Pump failures in these 

locations would result in raw sewage overflows into the community and washes that lead 

to the Verde River.  It is possible to construct wastewater storage facilities to enable 

longer response times to pump failures, but odor and corrosion control would become a 

significant maintenance issue.   

 

5.0 Evaluation of Concerns 

 

It is HDR’s assessment that wastewater collection and treatment for the entire area (The 

Preserve and Goldfield Ranch) are in the best interest of Maricopa County and all users 

and beneficiaries of the Verde River.  The proposed plant should not be considered 

similar to other approved Small Plants serving relatively flat areas away from perennial 

streams.  The potential for surface water impairment with raw sewage is much higher 

than with other plants because of the steep topography and  proximity of the plant to the 

Verde River.  HDR believes the proposed plan for on-site treatment (septic systems) for 

parcels C and D is not in the best interest of the protection of regional water quality. 

Available hydrogeologic information is inconclusive regarding an impeding layer that 

would prevent injected reclaimed water from reaching the subflow of the Verde River.  If 

the injected reclaimed water reached the subflow of the Verde River, it would need to 

meet surface water quality standards for the respective reach of the river.  Finally, the 
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proposed collection system, treatment plant, reclaimed water distribution system, and 

management of unusable reclaimed water by injection will be expensive to operate, 

maintain, repair, and replace for a CID that will rely heavily on approximately 1,000 

single-family home sites.  

 

The MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan is the County’s first defense against 

degradation of water quality.  It is entirely appropriate and expected that MAG would 

apply increased scrutiny to a proposed plant that will be owned and operated by a CID, is 

very close to a valuable perennial stream, and for which there is limited ability to cost-

effectively mitigate service failures to prevent raw sewage from entering the river.  At a 

minimum, according to the intent of the MAG 208 planning process, the plant should be 

planned and sized to treat sewage from the entire area, and further assessment regarding 

the categorization of the plant (based on the potential for Verde River water quality 

impacts) should be made before MAG approves the plant for amendment into the Water 

Quality Management Plan.  Regional wastewater collection and treatment best protect 

water quality, and more consideration needs to be given to the risks posed by the location 

of the proposed plant and the nature of the wastewater flow and quality characteristics it 

may be processing on startup or in the future.   

 

6.0 Conclusions 

While the Applicant has successfully addressed some of the issues pertinent to the MAG 

208 process, there are key components in the application that have not been adequately 

addressed by the Applicant.  Consequently, the application is inconsistent with the MAG 

208 Water Quality Management Plan. HDR identified these inadequacies: 

• Plant location and local features 

• Service area 

• On-site treatment 

• Potential surface water quality impacts from injection 

• Owner/operator financial capability 
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6.1 Plant Location and Local Features 

The unique features of the proposed plant’s location relative to the Verde River, the 

surrounding topography, and the increased risk it poses to surface water quality standards 

that have been established for the protection of wildlife and humans have not been 

adequately considered.  While the proposed plant would have redundant power supply 

and on-site retention, a service failure of it or of the associated sewage lift stations 

throughout the community (which are not proposed to have redundant power or retention) 

would result in a sewage overflow that could make its way to the Verde River. The 

proposed plant location is 2.5 miles from and 210 feet above the Verde River.  At build 

out capacity, unimpeded wastewater overflows from the proposed plant could reach the 

river within 6 to 18 hours of plant failure. 

 

6.2 Service Area 

The intent of the MAG 208 review process, as set forth by Section 208 of the CWA, is to 

protect water quality through a regional planning process.  The MAG 208 process has 

also incorporated Growing Smarter Legislation principles to strengthen the regional 

planning role of MAG for multiple benefits to current and future generations of 

inhabitants.  The Water Quality Management Plan and related amendment process for 

Small Plants is intended to prevent the “uncontrolled proliferation of Small Plants that 

could cause problems in the future.”  The proposed plant will serve a limited land area 

within a larger and completely enveloped county island that contains existing 

development with septic systems and plans for additional development (including 

Grayhawk) that will require or could benefit from sewer collection and treatment.  Not 

providing sewer service to the entire area would encourage the proliferation of Small 

Plants and septic systems in the area and, in turn, increase the risk to regional water 

quality.  
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6.3 On-Site Treatment 

The proposed plant would receive wastewater from residential and commercial 

properties.  The Applicant has indicated that at least one commercial facility, a resort/spa, 

may be included. Land along State Route 87 will be highly desirable for commercial 

facilities, because they are the last opportunity along the highway for such facilities for 

travelers leaving the urban core and the first opportunity for those entering the urban 

core, along the highway.  The Applicant currently proposes that parcels C and D, which 

would be the most desirable for commercial facilities, would be served by septic systems 

(on-site treatment).  The Applicant states an intention to develop parcels C and D with 

single-family home sites greater than an acre.  However, Special Use Permits can be 

obtained from Maricopa County to respond to consumer demand, to effectively change 

the zoning and land use from residential to commercial.  Such changes are not subject to 

review by the MAG 208 process. Regardless of what type of development occurs along 

State Route 87 on parcels C and D, use of septic systems as the on-site wastewater 

treatment technology is not a sound plan for protection of regional water quality. 

However, inclusion of significant commercial wastewater flows into the proposed plant 

would likely cause wide fluctuations in influent wastewater quality that may challenge 

the treatment capabilities of the proposed biologically active plant.   

 

6.4 Potential Surface Water Quality Impacts from Injection 

The proposed water reclamation facility at The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch initially 

appears to meet the criteria for a Small Plant (less than 2.0 MGD and not requiring a 

CWA discharge permit) that is outside of an MPA but within 3 miles of cities or towns 

that have Small Plant Planning Areas. In Arizona, the CWA discharge permit is called an 

AZPDES permit, and is used to maintain and avoid degradation of surface water quality.  

 

Management of the unusable portion of the proposed plant’s reclaimed water through 

injection wells would require compliance with surface water quality standards if it is 

demonstrated that the injected water mixes with the subflow of the Verde River. That is, 

production of Class A+ reclaimed water would not be sufficient, if this were the case.   

Review of hydrogeologic data from the Arizona Department of Water Resources 

(ADWR) and SRP indicates that the existence of a continuous clay layer that would 
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prevent or retard injected Class A+ reclaimed water from entering the Verde River is 

inconclusive.  Further, the analysis of the 72-hour aquifer test conducted in 1985 at The 

Preserve at Goldfield Ranch reveals a response more typical of a leaky confined aquifer 

or proximity of a recharge boundary, not of a confined aquifer.  In this circumstance, 

ADEQ will likely require compliance with surface water quality criteria for the reach of 

the Verde River into which the discharge would be received.  At ADEQ’s discretion, 

these criteria could become part of the Applicant’s APP, or could be implemented 

through a separate AZPDES permit.  In either case, the potential exists for surface water 

quality standards (derived from the CWA) to be included in a permit.  Therefore, a 

determination needs to be made at this point in the planning process regarding what type 

of plant the Goldfield Water Reclamation Facility is before an application for amendment 

to the MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan can be made.  

 

6.5 Owner/Operator Financial Capability 

While the Applicant has demonstrated financial capability to build the plant, the 

operation, maintenance, and repair and replacement of infrastructure and appurtenances 

for the collection system, plant, and the distribution (reuse) and management (injection 

and recovery) system of reclaimed water would be relatively expensive for a CID made 

up largely of residential customers (approximately 1,000 service connections) to 

continuously fund.  For example, if an aquifer storage and recovery well (as is implied by 

Applicant’s Figure 5) were to fail and need to be replaced, it would cost the CID 

approximately $1 million to replace it. Based on historical performance of injection wells 

in the Maricopa County area, injection wells need to be rehabilitated every 3–5 years at 

an average cost of $100,000. Also, the increased risk to surface water quality translates to 

an increased risk of violation and fines imposed on the CID.  The Applicant has stated 

that the developer will supplement the financial security of the CID, but does not indicate 

for how long.  Regardless, this issue does not appear to be adequately addressed by the 

Applicant, and there appears to be the potential for a significant financial burden to the 

future CID.   
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MAG 208 Water Quality Management Plan 
Small Plant Review and Approval 

for 

The Preserve at Goldfield Ranch 
Water Reclamation Facility

April 9, 2008
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1995 2007

Density 2,032 du
0.92 du/ac

1,000 du
0.5 du/ac

Commercial 90 acres None

Golf Course 190 acres None

Water Budget 2,127 acre-feet 
per year

732 acre-feet 
per year

Traffic 34,150 daily trips 6,912 daily trips

DMP Comparison Chart

Responsible development
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• ADEQ requires:
• Effluent treated to A+ standards 

(AAC R18-11-303)

• Water quality meets drinking water standards 
(Aquifer water quality standards, AAC R18-11-405)

• Best available demonstrated control 
technology 
(AAC R18-9-B204)

Key Concern: Water Quality

Effluent quality and design requirements 
are the same for every wastewater treatment 

plant across the state 
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208 Small Plant Criteria 
for Technical Sufficiency

Section 4.5.2(2) – Outside of Municipal Planning Area:
To be approved for construction, a small wastewater treatment plant 
(2.0 MGD ultimate capacity or less) not otherwise mentioned in the 
MAG 208 Plan and located outside a Municipal Small Plant 
Planning Area must:

1. Have the review and comment of any municipality whose Small Plant 
Planning Area is within three miles of the proposed plant location or service 
area;

2. Not adversely affect the operation or financial structure of existing or 
proposed wastewater treatment plants;

3. Be consistent with State and County regulations and other requirements;
4. Be otherwise consistent with the MAG 208 Plan; and,
5. Be evaluated and approved, or modified by Maricopa County Environmental 

Services Department (MCESD).
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Southwest Ground-water 
Consultants, Inc.
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Hyrdogeologic Cross-Section

Southwest Ground-water 
Consultants, Inc.
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Recharge and Production 
Aquifer Cross-Section

Southwest Ground-water 
Consultants, Inc.
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WRF

• Separation between 
recharge wells and 
water supply wells is 
approximately 1 mile

• A monitoring well will be 
installed down-gradient 
of the recharge wells

Well Locations
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Groundwater Management Act 
Safe Yield by 2025 

[A] groundwater management goal which 
attempts to achieve and thereafter maintain a 
long-term balance between the annual amount of 
groundwater withdrawn in an active management 
area and the annual amount of natural and 
artificial recharge in the active management 
area.  ARS §45-561(12).

Responsible development 
dictates recharge
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Provide details of proposed 
treatment and effluent disposal

• Response:
– Effluent quality and design requirements are 

the same for every wastewater treatment 
plant across the state 

– Regulated by ADEQ, ADWR and MCESD
– Public process for APP and USF permitting 
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  The following 
are missing…
– Plant layout
– Unit processes
– Capital and O&M costs
– Design criteria
– Estimated impacts on 

adjacent properties
– Demonstrate ability to 

satisfy permit requirements

• Response:
– Conceptual site plan 

provided depicts unit 
processes

– Costs provided
– Design criteria regulated by 

ADEQ
– No impact on adjacent 

properties (closed facility)
– If cannot satisfy permit 

requirements, development 
cannot proceed
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Tribal Comment and Response
• Comment:  Commit to specific treatment plan to 

identify noise, odor potential
• Response:

– Conceptual site plan shows 100’ setbacks
– Nearest adjacent neighbors are within The Preserve 

development
– Full noise, odor and aesthetic controls means:

• Noise does not exceed 50 decibels at property boundary
– Normal conversation = 60 decibels 

• All odor-producing components of the facility are fully 
enclosed (CLOSED SYSTEM)

• Odor control devices are installed on all vents
• Fencing aesthetically matched to surrounding area (AAC R18-9-B201)
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WRF Conceptual 
Site Plan
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Identify plan for sludge 
processing

• Response:
– Alternatives for sludge treatment include:

• Haul undigested sludge
• Sludge digesting (equipped with aeration)
• Sludge thickening (belt press)
• Regulated by ADEQ under the Aquifer Protection Permit 

(AAC R18-9-1001 et seq.)
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Tribal Comment and Response
• Comment:  Avoid impacts to surface (Verde 

River) and groundwater
• Response:

– ADEQ requires:
• Effluent treated to A+ standards 

(AAC R18-11-303)

• Water quality meets drinking water standards 
(Aquifer water quality standards, AAC R18-11-405)

• Best available demonstrated control technology 
(AAC R18-9-B204)

– Effluent quality and design requirements are the 
same for every wastewater treatment plant across the 
state 

No discharge to 
Verde River
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment: Groundwater level decline will affect 
Community’s water resources

• Response:
– Issue does not pertain to the 208 Application
– Regulated by ADWR under the Groundwater 

Management Act which precludes impacts to adjacent 
wells or users

Key Concern:
Water Quantity
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Tribal Comment and Response
• Comment: Clarify resort/spa accounted for in 

Analysis of Assured Water Supply application
• Response:

– Greatest potential water use included (with resort/spa 
indicated as 120 multi-family units)

Analysis of 
Assured Water 

Supply approved 
June 12, 2007
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Provide for proposed commercial customers
• Response:

– Wastewater flow from potential restaurant less than 1 or 2 
percent of total flow to WRF

– Grease trap anticipated as part of WRF design
– Grease trap anticipated at restaurant
– Wastewater flow from potential resort/spa including restaurant 

13 percent of total flow to WRF
– Removal of detergents part of facility design
– Anticipated influent water quality consistent with MCESD 

comments due to low flow fixtures



23

Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Provide emergency plan and redundancy
• Response:

– Contingency plan required under Aquifer Protection Permit 
(AAC R18-9-A204)

• Stormwater management (SWPPP) and Best Management 
Practices, such as erosion control, dust control, sediment control 
and good housekeeping/ materials management

• Monitoring and sampling plan 
• Reporting requirements 
• Catastrophic failure contained onsite

– Redundancy factored into engineering design
• Design operating capacity will be two times the average day flow
• Redundant recharge wells
• Standby generator



24

Tribal Comment 
and Response

• Comment:  Reduce 
need for septic

• Response:
– Parcels C&D 

proposed for 1.5+ 
acre lots

– Distance, topography, 
jurisdictional waters 
and State Route 87 
constrain the 
feasibility of serving 
these parcels



25

Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Facility financing
• Response:

– Construction by developer
• Financial capacity demonstrated at $4.8M or ~$12/gallon

– Operation & Maintenance by CID governed by the 
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors 

– Financial assurance letter, Consolidated Financial 
Report and independent auditor’s assessment of 
report provided
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Comparison of Financial Documentation 
in Approved 208 Plan Amendments

Financial Statement
Provided

Financial 
Backing by 
Municipality

WWTP 
Construction 

Funding

WWTP 
Operation 
Funding

2002 Quintero Golf 
and Country 
Club

No – Text statement 
indicating developer 
funding construction

Yes Developer
City of Peoria  

(user fees)

2003 Desert Oasis
Yes, but not for entity 

funding WWTP – 
Equity Assets 
$20,594,000

No Developer

Arizona-American 
Water Company

(user fees 
collected by City 

of Surprise)

2004 Ruth Fisher 
School WWTP

No – Letter from 
school indicating 
sufficient capital

No Developer Contracted 
Certified Operator 

2006 Estates at 
Lakeside

Yes – Equity Assets 
$100,000 Yes Developer

City of Peoria  
(user fees)

2007 Scorpion Bay 
WWTP

Yes – Letter from M&I 
Bank funding 80% of 

construction
No Developer

Owner 
(user fees)

2008 Preserve at 
Goldfield 
Ranch WRF

Yes – Equity Assets
$ 4,862,255

No Developer
Contracted 

Certified Operator  
(user fees)
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Comparison of Operation & Maintenance 
Costs in Approved 208 Plan Amendments

MAG 208 Plan
WRF 

Capacity
(MGD)

Annual Operation & 
Maintenance Cost Cost per gallon

2002 Quintero Golf and 
Country Club 0.15

$210
(cited in report as 

$1.40/1,000 gallons)
$0.0014

2003 Desert Oasis 0.35 Not Provided Unknown

2004 Ruth Fisher School 
WWTP 0.042 $93,260 $0.0061

2006 Estates at Lakeside 0.12 Not Provided Unknown

2007 Scorpion Bay WWTP 0.035 $121,500 at Year 5 
(buildout) $0.0095

2008 Preserve at Goldfield 
Ranch WRF 0.40 $250,000-$300,000 $0.0017-$0.0021

Note: The impact of different treatment technologies, location, terrain and presence of existing facilities 
are not factored into this comparison.
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  No letter provided to FMYN to determine if 
we will adversely affect the operation or financial 
structure of their existing facility as a neighboring 
jurisdiction

• Response:
– Letter and Application provided to FMYN on May 14, 2007
– FMYN previously stated there was no desire to provide 

wastewater service to Goldfield 
– Connection to existing FMYN facility infeasible due to:  distance, 

topography, land ownership, existing State Route 87 and Verde 
River
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Groundwater mounding and biological 
clogging

• Response:
– Mounding

• Premise of USF permit is demonstration of no unreasonable harm
• USF permit application requires mounding analysis to estimate area 

of potential impact
• Quarterly measurement and reporting of water levels including alert 

levels
• Mounding is an issue when water levels approach within 10 to 20 

feet of the ground surface
• Depth to groundwater is approximately 300 feet
• Recharge will be to lower, confined aquifer 

– Biological clogging 
• Minimized through filtration, disinfection and proper operation and 

maintenance (including backwash)
• Common practice – Fountain Hills, Scottsdale, Chandler, et al. 

recharge
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Provide detailed site plan
• Response:

– Conceptual site plan provided
– Engineered site plan to be provided at time of Aquifer 

Protection Permit and Underground Storage Facility 
permit applications
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Apply for Underground Storage 
Facility and Aquifer Protection Permits

• Response:
– Pre-application meetings held with ADEQ on March 

25, 2008
– Pre-application meeting scheduled with ADWR



32

Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Arizona Corporation Commission 
reports A Quality Water Company to be dissolved

• Response:
– Arizona Corporation Commission filings will be rectified
– County Improvement District (Maricopa County Board 

of Supervisors) has oversight
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Provide additional hydrogeologic 
information

• Response:
– Additional information will be provided when available 

pursuant to the Aquifer Protection Permit and the 
Underground Storage Facility permit 
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Stormwater and irrigation water may 
percolate into the upper/middle aquifer units and 
impact the Verde River

• Response:
– Issue does not pertain to the 208 Application
– Drainage and irrigation system designs provide for 

retention of stormwater flows 
– Reviewed and approved through Maricopa County
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Report fails to assess if connection 
exists between Fountain Hills subbasin and the 
adjacent subbasins within the Phoenix AMA 
which may impact water quality
–

 
SRPMIC correspondence acknowledges “research based on 
information in ADWR reports, indicates that there is no 
connection.”

• Response:
– Effluent to meet A+ water quality standards
– Regulated under Aquifer Protection Permit
– Required ongoing monitoring and reporting to 

safeguard down-gradient users
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Tribal Comment and Response

• Comment:  Desert nesting bald eagle may be 
impacted by micro-pharmaceuticals and other by- 
products in the Verde River

• Response:
– Issue does not pertain to the 208 Application
– No discharge to the Verde River 
– WRF will comply with all applicable regulations and 

standards 
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Tribal Comment and Response
• Comment:  Clay layer does not confine the upper and 

lower aquifer and thins out at the edges
• Response:

– Water quality concerns addressed irrespective 
– Well tests performed on site show aquifer is confined
– Additional investigation is ongoing
– Reference materials supporting presence of confining clay layer 

(playa deposit) 
• Pope, Jr. C.W. 1974. Geology of the Lower Verde River Valley, Maricopa County, Arizona. 

M.S. thesis, Arizona State University (LD 179.151974P66)
• Skotnicki, S.J., E. M. Young, T.C. Goode and G.L. Bushner 2003. Subsurface Geologic 

Investigation of Fountain Hills and Lower Verde River Valley, Maricopa County, Arizona. 
Arizona Geological Survey Contributed Report CR-03-B.

• E.L. Montgomery & Associates, 2004. Physical Availability Determination in Support of a 
Modification of Designation of Assured Water Supply for Chaparral City Water Company, 
Fountain Hills, Arizona. Consultant’s Report.
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Wastewater 
Service to 

Goldfield Ranch

• Topographic/ 
hydrologic constraints

• Limited access to 
parcels does not 
coincide with natural 
fall of land

• Existing 5 acre or 
larger lots to east 
operate on septic 
systems

• Economically 
infeasible – separate 
property owners
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Topographic 
Constraints
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Target Effluent Concentrations

Required Effluent 
Concentration 

(AAC Title 18, Chapters 9 and 11)

Design Goal Effluent 
Concentration

Total suspended 
solids (TSS), mg/L 30 10 

Biological oxygen 
demand (BOD), mg/L 30 10 

Total nitrogen, mg/L 
as N 10 5

Total phosphorus, 
mg/L as P NA

1
(85% efficiency)
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Requirements for Individual 
Aquifer Protection Permit 

• Technical engineering design documents (AAC R18-9-A202)

• Financial capacity demonstration (AAC R18-9-A203)

• Contingency plan (AAC R18-9-A204)

• Alert levels, discharge limitations and acceptable quality levels (AAC 

R18-9-A205)

• Monitoring requirements (AAC R18-9-A206)

• Reporting requirements (AAC R18-9-A207)

• Compliance schedule (AAC R18-9-A208)

• Temporary cessation, closure and post-closure (AAC R18-9-A209)
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Requirements for 
Underground Storage Facility Permit 

• Technical capability to construct and operate the USF 

• Financial capability demonstration 

• Hydrological feasibility

• Project will not cause unreasonable harm 

• Requires Aquifer Protection Permit
• A.R.S. § 45-811.01(C)
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Requirements of Aquifer Protection 
Permit – Individual Permits 

Slide 1 of 9

• Technical engineering design documents (AAC R18-9-A202)

• Financial capacity demonstration (AAC R18-9-A203)

• Contingency plan (AAC R18-9-A204)

• Alert levels, discharge limitations and acceptable quality levels 
(AAC R18-9-A205)

• Monitoring requirements (AAC R18-9-A206)

• Reporting requirements (AAC R18-9-A207)

• Compliance schedule (AAC R18-9-A208)

• Temporary cessation, closure and post-closure (AAC R18-9-A209)
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APP Technical Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A202) 

Slide 2 of 9

• Topographic map
• Facility site plan
• Facility design documents
• Proposed facility discharge activities
• Best Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT)
• Contingency plan
• Hydrogeologic study – define discharge impact area
• Alert levels, discharge limitations, monitoring requirements, 

compliance schedules and temporary cessation
• Closure and post-closure plans
• Additional information as required by ADEQ
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APP Financial Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A203) 

Slide 3 of 9

• Financial capability for:
– Construction

– Operation and maintenance 

– Closure 

– Post-closure care 

• Proof of financial assurance mechanism

• Permit amendment required if financial assurance changes

• Maintain recordkeeping



46

APP Contingency Plan Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A204) 

Slide 4 of 9

• Contingency plan includes:
– Actions to be taken if a discharge violation occurs
– 24-hour emergency response measures
– Name of emergency response coordinator
– Contact persons
– Procedures, personnel and equipment to mitigate 

unauthorized discharges
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APP Alert Levels, Discharge Limitations 
and Acceptable Quality Levels 

(AAC R18-9-A205) 
Slide 5 of 9

• ADEQ prescribes:
– Aquifer Water Quality Standards 
– Acceptable Quality Levels
– Discharge limitations
– Permit conditions
– Alert levels
– No endangerment to the public health or environment
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APP Monitoring Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A206) 

Slide 6 of 9

• Monitoring requirements to be determined by ADEQ

• In depth recordkeeping of each sample 

• Monitoring record for each measurement made 

• Maintain monitoring records for a minimum of 10 years
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APP Reporting Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A207) 

Slide 7 of 9

• Notification – within 5 days of any permit violation

• Written report to ADEQ – within 30 days

• Notification – within 5 days of bankruptcy or other federal or state 
environmental violations
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APP Compliance Schedule Requirements 
(AAC R18-9-A208) 

Slide 8 of 9

• Compliance schedule considers:
– Character and impact of discharge
– Nature of construction
– Number of persons potentially affected by discharge
– Current state of treatment facility
– Age of the facility



51

APP Temporary Cessation, Closure and 
Post-closure Requirements 

(AAC R18-9-A209) 
Slide 9 of 9

• Temporary Cessation
– Notify ADEQ before cessation of 60 days or more
– Conditions specified

• Closure
– Notify ADEQ of intent to cease operations
– Extensive closure plan

• Post-Closure
– Detailed post-closure monitoring and maintenance plan
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Requirements of 
Underground Storage Facility Permit 

Slide 1 of 8 

• USF Site and Facility Characteristics (Section III-B)

• Unreasonable Harm and Hydrologic Feasibility Analysis 

(Section III-C)

• Technical Capability (Section III-D)

• Financial Capability (Section III-E)

• Legal Access (Section III-F)
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USF Site and Facility Characteristics 
(Section III-B) 

Slide 2 of 8

• USF site characteristics
– Narrative description
– Regional map
– Location site map

• Facility characteristics
– Description of wells
– Description of recharge basins
– Description of trenches
– Description of managed and constructed in-channel recharge
– Define multiple use project, if necessary
– Description of source water and delivery system
– Facility map
– Description of design contingencies
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USF Site and Facility Characteristics 
(Section III-B) continued 

Slide 3 of 8

• Geology
– Geologic characteristics
– Subsurface geology
– Available geologic and well driller logs within 1 mile of the site
– Geophysical logs and boring logs 

• Hydrogeology
– Demonstrate aquifer underlying the recharge site
– Vertical and horizontal extent, thickness and lithology
– Vadose zone vertical and horizontal extent, thickness, lithology 

and potential perching units
– Current water levels
– Water level changes – current and historic
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USF Unreasonable Harm and 
Hydrologic Feasibility Analysis 

(Section III-C) 
Slide 4 of 8

• Maximum area of impact and mounding analysis
– Calculate the maximum area of impact of a one-foot water level rise 
– Perform mounding analysis of the maximum water storage volume 
– Graph anticipated rate of groundwater rise
– Map one-foot water level rise
– Narrative supporting maximum area of impact and mounding analysis

• Land and water use inventory
– Inventory wells within one mile
– Inventory of structures, land uses, conditions and facilities within the 

maximum area of impact
• Water quality

– Project required to comply with APP permit
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USF Unreasonable Harm 
and Hydrologic Feasibility Analysis 

(Section III-C) continued 
Slide 5 of 8

• Unreasonable harm analysis
– USF design, construction and operation
– Demonstrate that the maximum amount of water that could be in 

storage at any one time will not cause unreasonable harm to the land or 
other water users

– Water storage at the USF governed by an APP and will not cause or 
contribute to a violation of state aquifer water quality standards

• Hydrologic feasibility
– Facility designed, maintained, monitored and operated for optimal 

recharge efficiency
– No insurmountable barriers to recharge 
– Storage of the maximum amount of water that could be in storage at 

anyone time is hydraulically feasible
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USF Unreasonable Harm 
and Hydrologic Feasibility Analysis 

(Section III-C) continued 
Slide 6 of 8

• Monitoring plan
– Monitor wells
– Measure water levels and water quality (both source water and 

groundwater)
– Alert levels indicate need for a quick response to avoid the potential for 

unreasonable harm
– Operational prohibition limit above alert level indicates that recharge 

activity must stop
– Action plan for alert levels and operational prohibition limits for both 

water levels and water quality
– Water quality monitoring plan

• Operation and maintenance plan
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USF Technical Capability 
(Section III-D) 

Slide 7 of 8

• Demonstration of technical expertise: 
– Licenses, certifications and resumes for persons principally responsible 

for USF construction and operation
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USF Financial Capability 
(Section III-E) 

Slide 8 of 8

• Construction, operation, regulatory compliance and maintenance costs
• Certify adequate existing financial resources for construction and operation

USF Legal Access 
(Section III-F)

•

 

Legal access to the proposed site for construction and operation
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Proximity to 
Waterways
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Site Facilities



62

Responsive 
Modifications

• Increase in service area from 
1,680 acres to 1,902 acres

• Population served of 3,283 
persons

• Maximum WRF capacity of 0.4 
MGD sufficient

• Effluent recharge and reuse to 
the maximum extent feasible

• Increased operation and 
maintenance cost range from 
$150,000 – $200,000 to 
$250,000 – $300,000 annually
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Responsive Modifications
• Comment: Address inconsistencies between 208 

Application and other submittals 
• Response:  Application modified to ensure consistency

Document Gross Area 
(acres)

Dwelling 
Units Population Average Day 

Flow (MGD)
MAG 208 Plan 
Amendment 
(October 2007)

1,679.6
(Parcel A only)

983
(with potential 

spa/resort)

3,146 0.392
(based on 100 gpcd*

 
and gross acreage)

Master Wastewater 
Report Amendment 

(January 2008)

1,902.1
(Parcels A & B 

and offsite areas)

1,026
(with potential 

spa/resort)

3,283 0.309
(based on 80 gpcd*

 
and net acreage)

MAG 208 Plan 
Amendment 
(March 2008)

1,902.1
(Parcels A & B 

and offsite areas)

1,026
(with potential 

spa/resort)

3,283 0.367
(based on 100 gpcd*

 
and net acreage)

*  80 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) used for pipeline design per AAC

* 100 gpcd used for treatment plant design per County requirements
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Date From To Description

8/19/2005 Goldfield FMYN Telephone conversation - request for meeting

8/25/2005 Meeting with FMYN

11/17/2006 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC Early Notification Letter DMP Amendment

11/21/2006 Goldfield FMYN Telephone conversation

11/22/2006 Goldfield FMYN Land use plan correspondence

12/5/2006 Goldfield FMYN Telephone conversation

12/6/2006 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC Early Notification Site Posting, DMP Amendment correspondence

1/26/2007 Goldfield FMYN Master Water Report correspondence

1/29/2007 Goldfield FMYN Master Water and Wastewater Master Plan correspondence

2/8/2007 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC
Community Open House Meeting Notification Letter, DMP 
amendment

2/10/2007 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC Goldfield monthly newsletter

2/21/2007 Goldfield FMYN Meeting with Dr. Carole Klopatek

2/21/2007 Goldfield Ranch Homeowner’s Association meeting

2/26/2007 Goldfield FMYN Master Water Plan correspondence

2/28/2007 Neighborhood open house

3/1/2007 Goldfield FMYN Follow up telephone conference regarding Water Master Plan

3/8/2007 Goldfield FMYN Follow up telephone conference regarding Water Master Plan

3/16/2007 Goldfield monthly newsletter

4/4/2007 Goldfield FMYN DMP second submittal correspondence

Tribal Communication 
2005 – 10/22/2007
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Date From To Description

4/9/2007 Goldfield FMYN Provided hard copy of second submittal of DMP

4/12/2007 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC Goldfield monthly newsletter

5/14/2007 Goldfield FMYN Transmittal of Draft 208 Plan

5/29/2007 Goldfield FMYN/SRPMIC Neighborhood open house invitation

6/11/2007 Neighborhood open house

6/27/2007 Neighborhood open meeting

7/18/2007 Goldfield FMYN Transmittal of third submittal of DMP

8/15/2007 Goldfield FMYN Transmittal of archaeological report

9/25/2007 FMYN Goldfield Letter indicating no comments at this time

10/2/2007 FMYN MCESD Comments from FMYN

10/8/2007 Goldfield FMYN Response to comments

10/9/2007 Goldfield SRPMIC Transmittal of Draft 208 Plan to SRPMIC

10/10/2007 Meeting with FMYN

10/22/2007 WQAC Meeting

Tribal Communication 
2005 – 10/22/2007 (continued)



66

Date From To Description

10/30/2007 Goldfield SRPMIC Offer to meet

11/19/2007 Meeting w/ SRPMIC

11/20/2007 Goldfield SRPMIC
Confirmation of 11/19/07 meeting, Goldfield Ranch 208 MAG 
Amendment letter

11/28/2007 Meeting with FMYN Tribal Council

12/4/2007 Goldfield MAG Supplemental materials requested

12/4/2007 SRPMIC MAG Comments from SRPMIC (2 parts)

12/5/2007 FMYN MAG Report of 11/28/07 meeting

12/5/2007 Goldfield FMYN Transmittal of 12/4/07 CMX letter to MAG

Undated SRPMIC Goldfield Request for additional information

12/13/2007 Goldfield MAG Response to 12/4/07 SRPMIC comments

12/17/2007 FMYN MAG Comments from FMYN

12/20/2007 SRPMIC MAG Letter of concerns

12/21/2007 Second WQAC Meeting

Tribal Communication 
10/23/2007 – 12/21/2007
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Tribal Communication 
12/22/2007 – 3/20/2008

Date From To Description

1/11/2008 SRPMIC Goldfield Preliminary comments from SRPMIC

1/15/2008 Goldfield FMYN Transmittal of zoning and pre-plat applications

1/17/2008 Goldfield SRPMIC Plan for January meeting

1/17/2008 FMYN Goldfield Request for meeting

1/18/2008 Goldfield FMYN Response to comments and request for meeting

1/28/2008 FMYN Goldfield Request for meeting

1/29/2008 Meeting with SRPMIC

1/30/2008 Goldfield FMYN Request for meeting

1/30/2008 Goldfield SRPMIC 1/29/08 meeting summary

2/11/2008 Goldfield FMYN Request for meeting

2/13/2007 Goldfield SRPMIC
Community Open House Meeting Notification Letter, RUPD rezoning 

and Preliminary Plat Applications

2/13/2008 Goldfield FMYN Request for meeting and list of documents provided

2/27/2008 Meeting with FMYN

2/28/2008 Goldfield FMYN 2/27/08 meeting summary and response to comments

3/10/2008 SRPMIC MAG Memorandum of concerns

3/17/2008 SRPMIC Goldfield Letter of concerns

3/20/2008 Third WQAC Meeting
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Tribal Communication 
3/21/2008 – 4/9/2008

Date From To Description

4/7/2008 Meeting with FMYN

4/8/2008 Meeting with FMYN

4/9/2008 MAG Management Meeting
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